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Per Curiam Plaintiff appeals from a judgnent

dism ssing his clainms against one of the defendants for
failure

to state a claim and, follow ng di scovery, entering sunmary
judgnment in favor of the other defendants. Plaintiff's
brief does not contain sufficiently devel oped argunentati on
in support of his claims of legal error, so we deem the

I ssues wai ved. Upon d

novo review of the judgnment in |ight

of the argunments on appeal which we understand, and in |ight
of the appendix materials, we see no error. The court
followed the correct procedure by liberally construing
plaintiff's pro se pleadings and indulging all reasonable
i nferences in his favor. We glinpse no genuine issue of
mat eri al fact which required further proceedings. W see no
error in the denial of plaintiff's nmotions for additional
di scovery nor in the denial of his several notions seeking
tore-join as a party the defendant dism ssed fromthe case
for a failure to state a claim!?

Affirnmed.

We note, noreover, that even if Attorney MCarthy had been
rej oined he, like the other defendants, woul d have been entitl ed
to summary judgnent.



